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fact that a nation shares the East European civilisation, or like the Serbs and Rumanians, belongs to the Orthodox Church, is regarded by Eckhardt as a proof that " Western civilisation " ought to expand against it. Where the representatives of such " lower civilisations ", because of their numerical strength, rule over their born overlords, " the higher culture will always struggle against the overlordship of inferior elements ". Therefore their natural living-space, the intra-Carpathian territory, ought to be subjected to Magyar rule. Opposing national claims are not only inferior, but they do not even exist, according to such theories. The Czechoslovaks and Yugoslavs are merely " artificial nations ".1
The Hapsburg monarchists, and even more the Hungarian revisionists who desire to undo the national revolutions of 1919, illustrate very clearly some typical features of cc geographical federalism", as I have called it on an earlier occasion.2 For reasons in themselves unconvincing unless one shares certain fundamental political assumptions of the authors of such plans, a certain territory is marked out as needing " federal" organisation. Even if the delimitation and the historical traditions of the selected " natural unit " do not already suggest a " natural " claim to hegemony for the proposed ruling group, competitors can be set aside by denying their national individuality, i.e. by putting them back into tfye category of" unhistoric nationalities " out of which, according to the traditionalist point of view, they ought never to have evolved. It is hardly necessary to explain that such a conception has nothing to do with federalism, which accepts the national unit, and its right to decide whether to enter a certain union or not. A given geographical unit, in itself, is an object of geology, hydrology,3 agronomy, perhaps of technical military science, or anything else, but not of sociology
1 ibid.} p. 9.   For the same attitude see also Poka-Pivny, op. dt., and in nearly identical words, Sir C. Robinson in Danubian Revtew3 March, 1940,
2  In my polemic against Poka-Pivny, published in Union, August, 1940.
3 .Mention of this rather harmless science in such a connection does not seem quite superfluous, as highly interesting proposals for making use, by common efforts, of the Danube water-power (sie The Times, June 8, 1942) are sometimes connected with the delusion that such a ** Danube Valley Authority " could replace, or involve, a political solution.   In fact, if it were to become fully effective, the latter must be presupposed (although, of course, possibilities of co-operation in projects helpful to all the partners may be an argument in favour of political co-operation).   The analogy with the Tennessee'Valley Authority begs the question : the latter has been possible just because the U.SA. was established long ago, for quite other reasons. To suppose, a priori, that the differences between the Danube states are not greater than those between the members of the U.S.A., also called " states **, is a very characteristic mistake of wishful thinking.